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R£VQLT OP THE JUDGES AGAINST THE CONSTITITTION 


In the iasue of the Saturday £vening Post, datę of liarch 12, 1938, 
an article was published, entitledi ,r Who, Then, is the Liberał". 

It ia stated in that article that Hr• Justice licReynolds has always 
be en a "Champion of Liberty," that Justice licReynolds has nevor failed to 
lift hia woice in behalf of individual rights and personal liberty, as 
described by the Declaration of Independence and ratified by the Constitu~ 
tionj alao he never fails to strike a blor r for liberty. 

Mr. Iierle Thorpe, the author, describes the "sledge hananer blows" ho 
haa atruck when hia Judicial ire has been aroused over unconstitutional 
inraaion of the liberty of the individual. 

Mr. iierle Thorpe, the author of the article, is a very able raan and 
should know far bctter than to nrite such a fulsone article without making 
a thorough study of all of the legał decisions in which Justice licReynolds 
has participated while sitting as a Uember of thB U.S. Supremo Court. 

Mr. i erle Thorpe betrays a very donso ignorance of scme of Justice licReynolds 
defiances of the Constitution in t.fo of che most oomentous decisions ever 
iasued forth frcai the U.S. Supreoe Court. 

In Juns, 1931, the Constitutionality of the iiinnesota Newspaper Gag 
Law caaie before the Court, and here is how the Judges voted. 

POR THE CONSTITUTIOIIALITY OF THE LAW: 

Mr. Justice licReynolds 
Mr. Justice Butler 
Mr. Justice Sutherland 
Mr. Justice Van Devanter 

POR 1H£ UNCOl.STITUTIollALm OF THE LAW: 

Mr. Chief Justice Hughes 
Mr. Justice Holmes 
Hr. Justice Roberts 
Mr. Justice Stone 
Mr. Justice Brandeis 

Did Hr. Justice .icReynolds strike any "Sledge Hammer Blows" for the 
Constitutional rights of the indivldual in that very momentous case? He 
did not, he utterly failed to use his famous "Sledge Hanner." 

This iiinnesota Iknrspaper Gag Law was the most damnable imrasion of 
the rights of the individual that was ever placed on the Statute Books of 
any State. A member of the Minnesota Legislature had been severely 
critioised by one Morrison, an Editor of a Duluth newspaper. 
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Thia "Law Giwer" introduced a Bill into the Minnesota Le^islature 
to suppresa any newspaper publishing any 3candal about a politician or 
othor like lik, and thia nenapaper was to be suppreased, not for one i3sue, 
but for all futurę iaaues, for all tine, without a trial by jury in utter 
deflanco of the Conatitution. Editor Horrison died belore thia infamous 
law could get ita hooka into hia. 

In 1927, the Saturday Freaa of iiinneapolis publiahed sonę scathing 
attacks on County officiala of Hennepin County for criae conditiona in 
kilrmoapolla. County Attorney Floyd B. Olson at onco ą.peared before a 
Judge and thia newapapor waa supproased for all futurę issues under the 
infaaoua Minnesota Newspaper Oag Law for telling the truth about crine 
conditiona in Iiinneapolis, a city that, along with St. Paul, haa been de- 
acribed aa the two worat crine apota in the United States, and the man who 
deacrioed thoeo two citiea in that nanncr was Haner Cunoings, U. S. Attorney 
General. 

Lator, three newapnpcr editors, Honard Guilford, '..alter Liggett and 
Uaher Raaneman were aasaaalriated on the atreet3 of that city for eaposing 
cri_JO conditiona. 

The aasaaaina of theae tliree newspaper Editor3 have never been appre- 
hended. One very notorioua underrorld character wa3 indicted and triad 
for ».he brutal aasaaaination of Editor i.alter Liggett. He was acąuitted 
by a jury; he had a perfect natliematical alibi. The police 3aid there was 
only one thing the natter with hia alibi - it na3 tou po-fect. 

Lct ua look into the Conatitutional lawleaanosa of this damnable 
Minnesota I ewapaper Gag Law: 

The Fifth Araendaent to the Conatitution atates that "no person shall 
ba depriwed of his life, liberty, or property without due process of law." 

Now a\vpresslng a newspaper under the Linnesota Her.73paper Gag Law is 
dapriving a person of hia property without due process of law. The arbi- 
trary Lawiess act of a Judge sitting l^ke a Star Charober Judge in the 
terrible tiaes of the Tudor and Stuart despota of England, is not due process 
of law. 

It nlght be sald that suppressing a newspaper is not depriving a person 
of hia property. The fact that the newspaper no longer ejdsti’ is the de- 
priwation of hia newspaper as a property; truć, be still has the personal 
property left but that ia not a newsnaper; when publication ceases to exist 
by arbitrary order of a lanless Judge the newspaper ceases to exist as a 
property. The First Aanndaent to the Conatitution guarantees froedom of 
the Presa. Is this freodoo of the Press when a Judge is given power by an 
infaaous law, ccnceiwed in iniquity, to insuantly suppresa a newspaper 
which is hostile to a group of politicians? *nd why hostile? Because these 
politicians are reeking with corruption. ./hy suppres 3 a newspaper without 
a trial by Jury? A person i3 allowed by Constitutional Law, when charged 
with an infaaoua criae, such as murder, rape, incest, robbery, theft, 
araon and other criaos to have a jury trial; yet when a righteous Editor 
aasaila criae conditiona in uinneaota, he must be suppressed without a 



trial by Jury. Minnesota newer needed a Minnesota i ewspaper Gag La*. 

Ita Statute Law on libela is the most sewere in the United States; yet 
ewen that sawage law allows a trial by jury. 

It la aoat ewident that the Legislature that passed this Minnesota 
Newspaper Gag Law well knew a Judge's mind. Judges all through the ages 
hawe loved arbitrary power. 

Mr. Robert R. WcCormick, the publiaher of the Chicago Tribune, was 
so incenaed over the iniąuity of this Gag Law and the suppression of the 
Saturday /ress, that he personally put up the money to appeal this case 
to the U*<S* Supremo Court. I hawe already given the result of that appeal* 

kr* Juatice Butler read the decision of the dissenting Justices. Did 
he ąuote any Constitutional Article in Justification of his opinion? He 
did not, because there was nonę. He merely sald that the Judges ought to 
have the power to suppress newspapers that conmonly publish scandals about 
politiciana and other such ilk. The telling the truth about vicious crime 
ccnditiona in Uinnesota was a public scandal, so if the scandals were 
auppresaed the woters would think that their politiciana had halos around 
their heads* 

I will naw camnent upon another damnable case in which Justice 
UcReynolds utterly failed to strike any "Sledge Hammer Blows" for the 
Constitutional righta of the individual* 

In February, 1936, the U«S* Supremo Court upheld unanlmously the 
daath sentence conviction of nn escaped convict named Gooch, who had cap- 
tured two sheriffs in Texas and transported them to Arkansas for his only 
method of escaping a posse. He was captured and charged with violating 
the Lindbergh Law. Capturing and kidnapping two sheriffs are absolutely 
two different things. Kidnapping is the premeditated plan of abductin^ 
a person fcr the purposea of a rana ca; Gooch captured these two sheriffs 
for hia own protection, not for a rans cm. 

Oooch in hia appeal claimed he had been denied due precess of law on 
hia conwiction. Upon what grounds did the U*S. Supremo Cowt deny his 
appeal? Upon the grounda that the Congress had the Constitutional power 
to enaet the Lindbergh Law, under Article 1, Sectioa 6, paragraph 3, which 
States that, "The Congress ahall have the power> To regulate Conaerce 
with fcreign natlona and among the several States, and with the Indian 
Tribes." 

I aak, haa the Lindbergh Law got anything to do with Caaoerce? I 
answeri By the Liwlng Oed, No. Jhe Lindbergh Law deals with human righta, 
not with Caamerca. CcemerceTas to do with trade, industry, Business, 
the trsnsportation of goods from one state to another, or to foreign 
countriea. The fact that Oooch had transported these two captured Sheriffs, 
*hcm he disarmed, is not the trsnsportation of goods; it was the trans- 
portation of two husan beings. (Two Texas Sheriffs; a heli of a lot of 
difference.) 




Another thingi Oooch was convicted and executed because he injured 
ona of the legs of a Sheriff, not for the mera act uf capturing (so-called 
kidnapping). 

Lat us examine three articles of the Constitution which absolutely 
protected Oooch against any Capital punishnent. Oooch injured the leg 
of tiie Sheriff in Texas. What does the Constitution say about that fact? 

1 quote Article 3, Section 2, paragraph 2: "The trial of all criraes, 
except in caees of impeachment, shall be by Jury, and such trial shall 
be leld in the State where the said crimes shall have been comitted." 

1 quote Article 6, Amendments "In all crininal prosecutions, the 
accused shall enjoy the right to a speedy and public trial by an impartial 
jury of the State and District where in the criae shall have been comitted." 

The fundanental law of the lsnd States that this offense against the 
Sheriff s leg shall be triad in the State of Texas where the offense was 
comitted. It was at most a gross misdemeanor. TJhen Oooch captured and 
disarned these two Texas sheriffs, he could not do it gently, he nad to 
be tough. This case was not tried in Texas at all; it was tried in 
Oklahoma, and it was tried as a Capital offense. 

1 quote Article 8, toendment: "Excessive bail shall not be required, 
nor excessive fines imposed, ner cruel and unusual punishment inflicted." 

Now the death penalty was inflicted on Oooch for injuring the sheriff'3 
leg, in positive defiance of the 8th Article, which States that unusual 
punisbment ahall not be inflicted. It is most certain that hanging a man 
for injuring a Texas Sheriff's leg is an unusual punishment. It has nevor 
been inflicted in this country before, or any other country where the forma 
of Conatitutional Government rule. 

To meet the requiranents of Constitutional Law, there should have 
been two indiotments against Oooch, one in Texas for injuring the Sheriff's 
leg, and the other in the nearest Federal Court, which in this ca 3 e was 
in Oklahoma. 

He would have been found guilty of two separate offenses: an assault 
case in Texas and a capturing cf two Texas Sheriffs and transporting them 
into Arkansas. Both of these conyictions would have been penitentiary 
sentences, not the death penalty. 

I quote Article 6, Paragraph 2 of the Constitution: "This Constitution 
and the laws of the United States, which shall be madę in pursuance thercof 
.shall be the Suprema Law of the land." 

This Article is the moat significant fact of the whole Federal Consti- 
tuticn. It positively States that only those laws can be passed by Congress, 
which shall be "in pursuance thereof"; not a crude hysterical law, such 
an the Lindbergh Law passed during the wave of hysteria over the kidnapping 
and brutal nurder of the Lindbergh infant. 




It is an accoeplished fact that thia kidnapping hyateria actuall. 
riddled four Articlea of the Conatitution with legał buckahot, the 3ro 
Aiticle, the 6th Article, the 6th Amendment, and the 8th Amendment. 

The third paragraph of the 6th Article that forever holda all leg- 
ialutiv8, Judicial and executive officera true to the whole of the Con- 
atitution, atatea that they ahall be bound by oath or affirmation to 
support the Conatitution. 

It will be noted that the Conatitution atatos that they are to 
"aupport 11 the Conatitution. It ia evident that theae most solemn Judgea 
have forgotten their oath of Office. 

There ia not one word in the Conatitution that statea that these 
Judgea must interpret the Conatitution. Their oath compela them to preserve, 
protect and defend the Conatitution rrithout any mental reaervations what- 
aoever. If they don't like our Conatitution, let them get the heli out 
of thia oountry — Rusaia can uae the :. 

Has the Lindbergh Law been auccessful in its aaatmed purposes? These 
are the factai Before the enactment of thia law, there was one death of 
a kidnapped victim, the Lindbergh infant. Since the enactment of thia law 
there have been five deaths of the kidnapped victims: Ross, kra* Paraons, 
Mata on boy, Levine boy and the Caah boy. 

It ia a fact that thia Lindbergh Law is a positive invitation to 
conait murder. The penalty ia the same for an injury to the victim as for 
the death of the victin. If the kidnapped victim ia killed, there ia no 
witneaa to teatify againat the kidnapper. In the Oooch case he actually 
waa liangec. for hia leniency to the two Shoriffs. If he had killed them, 
the penalty would not have been any greater, and at least he would not 
have had two witneaaea to teatify againat him; and there ia a strong prob- 
ability that he never would have been apprehended. In tho Matson case, 
the Lerine case, and the Paraor.a caae, the kidnappera and brutal murderers 
have not been apprehended. 

An appaal waa madę to tha Preaident of the United States by Oooch 
for Executive clemency in that this savage punishment to be inflicted upon 
hia was way out of proportion to the offenae he had coanitted. 

Mr* Preaident Roosevelt refuaed to grant him Executive clemency, 
saying that tha lawa of the United States must not be madę "nugatory 41 ; 

•o poor, friendlesa, f orłom Gooch went to hia terrible doan on the 
scaffold. 


In 1936. the identical year that Gooch was executed, there was a 
great strlki far three montha on the L and A Railroad Canpany, operating 
in ?exas, Arkaneas and Louisiana. News itema stated that twelve men were 
kalled, three tridges bumt and two traina wrecked by the strikers. These 
■arders, these wrecking of traina, and burning of brid.^es are all in utter 
violation of the lawa of the United Statea. The wrecking of trains and 
the burnir^ of railroad bridgea are Federal feloniea aa they interfere 
with the transportation of the United Statea maila and interrupt Inter¬ 
state Ccenerce. 



I qutle fraa Volune ó, page 353, of his history of the United 
Statesi 'Ithen lawa claah, the lateat law ia rightly held to expresa the 
corrected will of the Legialature; but the Conatitution ia the fundamental 
codę, the law of lawai An Act of the Legialature at variance with the 
Conatitution ia pronounced voidi an opinion of the Supremo Court at 
variance with the Conatitution ia equally ao." 

Qod bleaa you and keep you forever, George Bancroft, in the eternal 
regiona of the bleat for that beautiful, Juat expoaition of the Conatitution. 

It might be well to aay, vrhy I am interested in the Conatitutional 
righta of a conwict like Gooch. Thia man'a Conatitutional righta are my 
Conatitutional righta. If they can take away Oooch'a Conatitutional 
righta, they can take away my same righta and under any pretext or no 
pretext at all, and I will very aoon ahow how my Conatitutional righta 
have been taken away from me, without any pretenae of a pretext at all. 

I will pauae awhile on ny Conatitutional righta while I go on with 
Gooch'a human righta. 

I quote from the man who aaaailed Engliah Conatitutional lawlessness 
and political corną>tion with norę wigor and poner than any man who ever 
atood in the path of political lawleaanesa, Junius, (Sir Philip Francia) 
in 1771 wrotei "I regard the legał liberty of the meanost man in 
Britain aa much aa my own, and would defend it with the same zeal. I 
kn cm we must stand or fali togothar." 

Thaaia firakine, the moat eloquent adwocate who ever addressed an 
Engliah Jury, in hla celebrated defenae of James Hadfield, who was in- 
dicted and tried on a charge of high treason for attempting to kill the 
King of England, aaid in the courae of that remarkable trial that n the 
wiadcm of the Law ia greater tnan any man'a wiadcm. w 

So aay I, the wisdoa of the fundamental Law of the Land, the Conati¬ 
tution, ia greater than the wiadcm of the Chief Juatice and the eight 
Aaaociate Justices of the U. S. Supreme Court. 

The greatest historian ehoewer lived, Thucydides, who was alao a 
atateaman, a generał, a philosopher, and an industrialiat (he owned gold 
minea in Thice) givea us thia vivid truth to guide all people in a criaia 
of the lawa. I quote: 

"Indeed, men too often take upon themselwea in the proaecution of 
their rewenge to set the exampl». of doing away with those generał lawa to 
*iich all alike can look for salwation in adveraity, instead of allowing 
them to aubaiat againat the day of danger when their aid may be reąuired." 

I mi a dairy farmer and truck gardener in the extreme northern part 
of -mnesota, in Koochiching County. 

In 1936, a 'TPA Project located one-quarter mile from my farm and pro- 
ceeded to build a Gowerrment Dam in the County Drainage Ditch. I protested 
that theae Drainage Ditches wiire our property, paid for, interest and 
Principal, over a period of twenty years by Special Aasesaments. 




I urged that thia particular Goverr»wnt Dam built on a ridge one- 
^narUr Bila froe wy land would inundate ay land and that of all other 
set llera. my objectiona were arbitrarlly bruahed aside, and In all 176 
dama wara built ln theae Drainage Ditches. 

Ccm the next ywar, 1937, a very wet year and ay land was inundated 
by thaaa lapouaded raatara until the laat of August when a logging bosa 
ataoaa procaaaad tlatbar wae in a laka of water, blew it to pieces with a 
haavy charta of dynamite. By the tiae thia Qovernaent Daa waa blown 
\ą>, wy crcp waa wali nigh ruined by stagnant water. I got six bushela 
of potatoaa, 12 buehela of rutabagaa and 20 bushels of aweet ccrn. The 
next year, 1938, thia Oowermant Daa waa rebuilt better than ever. 

The Pederal Oowerrmmnt never had any legał authority of any kind to 
conetruct theae Goeernmant D«s in our Drainage Ditches. Their pretext 
waa that they wantad to conaerva the water resources of this area. The 
fact ia that the water resources in thia area never did need conserving; 
ttaera alwaya haa been planty of water. The fact that over Sb.000,000.00 
waa spmnt in building these County Ditches, proved they were needed. 

that about our Conatitutional righta in this matter? Article 5 Aoend- 
aant atataa that "no person shall be depriwnd of life, liberty, or property, 
without dua proces 3 of law; nor shall private property be tauen for public 
uae, without juat cceipensation." 

It will be urged that theso Ditchn ire not private property, they 
are public property. This contention does not hołd true in fact; because 
theae Jitches were paid for by the settlers and other land ownera whose 
landa were benefltted by these Ditchc3. 

The ejoeculicn of Gooch for a crime he never cou»nitt«d at all, was an 
act of Judicial barbarity. 

Judge Samuel Sewall at Salem, i.assachusetts, in 1692, condenned 
ninsteen women to death aa witche3. iiow did he justify this barbarous 
penalty? I ąuote his Juatification fran i^codus, Chaoter 22, verse 10, 
aa foliowaj "Thou ahalt not auffer a uitch to livo." 

le have in thia case the dar.rwd error, sentcncing nineteen wcmen to 
a shameful death aa witches; we have the sober brow (Judge Sewall); wo 
have the text, "Thou ahalt not suffer a witch to live." The terrible 
apirit of the Puritan Judge Sewall lives today in the souls of the nine 
Judges of the ’J.3. Supremę Court, who approved the lawless exocution of 
Gooch by quotir.g a text fro® the Casnorce Clauae of the Constitution. 

Tlhat are we to think of the political wretch who refused Gooch Execu- 
tl« Clemency on the grounds cS the statenont that the laws oust not be 
madę nugatory; whereas, at the same time, the laws were being madę nugatory 
in Louiaiana a thousand tiaes worse than Gooch 1 s petty crioes. 

I ąuotm froo Article 2, paragraph 8, the oath of office, President 
Hoosevelt swore to on bein^ inducted into office: 


"I do solemnly swear (or affirm) that I will faithfully 
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executo the office of President of tho United States, 
and will to the beat of my ability, preserve, protect, 
and defend the Constitut j.on of the United States." 

President Roosevelt, in the Gooch case, was a cowardly traitor to 
his oath of office. 

It will be sald in answer to my heated 3 trictures upon Judicial 
villainy, that this man Gooch was a nere crioinal and livod a life of 
crime anyhcwr, that Judicial injustices are nevor inflictod upon men of 
worth and character. In answer to such persons who may urgo such a defonso 
of Judicial yillainies, I will very briefly analyze one of the most re- 
markable articles on Judicial injustices ever to be published in this 
country: 

On September 27, 1930, there appeared in the Saturday Evening Post, 
an interview by Thomas A. Edison, entitled: "Patents, Profits and 
Pirates." This interview was written up by Romsen Crawford, a lifelong 
friend of Thanas A. Edison. This interview is so crowded with startling 
ezposures of Judicial villaicy practiced upon Edison all during his 
inventive lifetime that it is difficult to condense it all and still pre- 
serve all the sense of that remarkable interviow. 

Kr. Remsen Crawford had asked lir. Edison why he was not the Croesus 
of the modem age. Said Edison in reply: "Nearly ten billion dollars 
are invested in modern Industries r/hich developed froci ideas embodied 
in my inventicns and my patents. In my lifetime I have taken out 1,160 
patents to datę. Counting the «xpense of experimonting and fighting for 
my dains in Court, these patents have cost me morę than they have 
returned me in royalties. I have madę money through the introduction and 
sale of my products as a manufacturer, not as an inventor." 

Kow was this oolossal injustice inflicted ipon Thanas A. Edison? 
Answer: By Patent iirates. They hire a shyster lawyor, sharp as the 
devil, who goes into Court and enjoins the inventor frcm manufacturing 
anything fram his own creations and fomulas, even rłien the rightful 
inventor had in his hands a Patent i3sued by the United States Govornment. 
Then the Judge would allow the Patent Pirate to manufacture Edison's 
invention, (for the good of mankind) pending litigation which often lasted 
ten, twelvo or fourteen yoars. In his invention of the incandescent 
lamp, he had to fight in the courts for fourteen years to establish his 
rights as the inventor. Edison and his associates had to spend over a 
million dollars to prove their rights to the incandescent light, even 
tnough his claims had been duły vouched for by the U.S. Patent Office. 
Recollect that this was not just one Judicial injustice that was inflicted 
upon Edison; it happened in eyeryone of his epoch-making inventions. 

Even when his great famę as the mightiest inventor of all time had 
traveled all around the ea:th, the same injustice was h»aped upon him. 

The soul of this extraordinary man, Edison, cries out in every part of 
that faaous interview in bitter indignation against the legał Judicial 
deviltry that was inflicted upon him for a period of over fifty years 
of that inventive genius' life. 
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Ifhat aro we to admire most, hla tromendous genius, or that morał 
heroism that could continua to atruggle undaunted against Judicial 
injuatice until hia laat day. 

Thia man, Thomas A. Edison, will go down the annals of history as 
America'a one great contribution to the five greatest geniuses whoever 
trod this earthi Euclid, Archimedes, Newton, Shakespeare, ano Edison. 

tfhat typa of men are elevated to Judicial power who can continua 
to inflict cowardly * njustice upon Edison until his last day? 

These men were ahyster lawyers before their elevation to the Bench. 

Aa ahyster lawyers, thay had to eat, thay had to wear clothes, and they 
had to have a roof over their heads, so they had to grab any kind of 
buaineaa they could get their hands on, right or wrong, madę no differenco 
to them. 

One of the greatest writers of all time upon political and Judicial 
yillaijny, Junius, (Sir Philip Francis) has pilloried for all time, the 
mental and morał qualifications of these shyster lawyers and shyster 
Judges in these buming words. I ąuotes 

"Aa a practical profession, the study of the law requires but a 
moderata portion of abilities. The leaming of a pleader is usually 
upon a leyel with hia integrity. 

"The indiacriminate defenoe of right and -.rrong contracts the under- 
atanding, while it corrupts the heart. Subtility is soon mistaken for 
wiadca and iijpurity for wirtue. If there be any instances upon record 
(aa some there are undoubtedly of genius and oorality united in a lawyer) 
tliey are diatinguiahed by their singularity and operate as exceptions." 

I will notę the one exception and he camc after the tine of Junius. 
Thaaaa Erskinę, onoe a sailor, once a soldier, then the most eloquent advo- 
cata tthoayer plcsdad bafore an English Jury in defense of hunan rights. 

The eloquent defender of Thomas Paine, the Earl of Thanet, the Dean 
of 3t. Aaoph, the poor shoemaker. Kardy, the poor soldier Hadfield, the 
publishar, Stockdale, and many others who were in peril of their lives 
or their persona in the terrible days of the legał Reign of Terror in 
&igland at the time of the French Revolution. 

Notę: This article was written in 1938 and submitted to tho Editor 
of the Saturday c,vening Post, lir. uesley ./inans Stout, for publication, 
and rejected. 

Justices who voted on the Gooch case: Hughes, HcReynolds, Brandeis, 
Sutherland, ftitler, Stone, Rcberts, Cardozo, Van Devanter. 
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March 30. 1962 


* 


Mr. Milton L. Babin 
Wakiah, MlnnaaoUt 

Daar Mr. Babin: 


_A 
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Thank you lor your lattar ol March 27th, 
addraaaad Ło Praaldant Holla in which you aant him copy 
ol "Yarmon^a Blackaat Crima - Still Unaolvad Altar Four 
Yaara". 


Encloaad I am raturning tha copy ol tha 
abova that you aant ua. piua tha SI. 00 you ancloaa aa it wae 
not naadad. 


I a hall bring tha contanta ol your lattar 
to Praaldant Holla* a attantion upon hia raturn to tha city. 

Vary truiy youra, 


H. J. Gibbona 
Exacutiva Aaaiatant 
to tha Grnarai Praaldant 


HJG/ mc 


Enclt aur aa 
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